
Dr. C* 0. Lindegren, 
IMpt* Nerobiology, 
univ. of so, fllimie, 
Oarbandala, Xllinois. 

Dear Carl- 

I promised that I would write you in more detail to prees my 
mggeetion that the hybrgd diploide eheuld be examined for their 
fermentative phenotypes An aertafn croesee. 

Thie experhent would be most inatruative in crosses of a standard 
femcsnt6sr with a mmeeive, nor+fermenting converter stick, and would 
have, ae ita primxry aim, We determination af whether the "convertible" 
dominant gene ie last only atmediosis, or whether ito loss can alread:? 
be dSbe&@d in diploid w118# before eporulntion. Of' oouree, it will 
be xleweaary to avoid sporulation in the CRlftLW08, but I UIld~~8tB.Ild thnt 
yau know how to do Wie quite 8ff8CtiVely. Probably It Is beet to 
a?proaah thin experti3ent rzerely to get additional infomation on the 
mechenim and aonditione of aonvereian, 

The experiment ahauld involve a ma08 mating, and the isolation cd' 
diploid clON8 Wdiately, and f'ollawing an fnterval of mltctic pro- 
liferation. Xt should then be deten;lined whether :!) dfplodd clon~a lacking 
any of the dominant oharacters w&11 occur, and b) a dlplofd which is 
verified a8 poesessing the dominant phenotype will give ~d?e nsof all qoree 
of which nrp? receeaive. The latter @an easil,r be done by P=&&qx%BII11 
ua&ng entire anai ta afArt oulturee, provided reasonably cony!ete eer~i- 
nation can be assured. If nothing elee, I think that it night be very 
dmportant to deter&me whether BCJCV~ diploido from a given croea throw off 
many oonverted aeci, while others do not, orrwhether al&aSBer&&@lalbdaoof 
a given mating have t!le 8ame potentiality for produoing comer-f& asci. 

(In this BB!UM, 
f think that gou will agree that your oonversion theory would prediot 

that the diploid cllonee should be phenotyplcally dominant, and that con- 
tl4.s ia not a very 
criticaZ expt .) 

version occure at meiosis, although it would be easy enough TV aoao?ndate 
the nlternatlve finding (i.e. reoeesive phenotpea) with a slig!-t rqodi-- 
fication c@ the conversion theory. If the latter is true, however, (i.e. 
conversion in the diplold), I think #at it might be neceoaary to accept 
the position that the ye&s chow a rather exce;+ional behavior, becatloe 
this type of conversion might just aa well be detected rJit,ho,-t the=aAdvan- 
tagTee of tetrad analpie. I will admit that genetic material &o selected 
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for eegregation in the F2. However, this type of conversion is 
formally very similar to cytoplasmic inheritance (I don't mean 
a diff'erence in reciprocal crossee, but just the blending- toward 
the converting type - and lack of subsequent segregation}, and I 
suspect that this has been rather extensively looked for. Perhaps 
it has been hidden u+isr the name of modifiers or polygenes or 
whatnot, but at any rate you could point out what should be looked 
for if this is the pattern. On the other hand, if conversion does 
not take place in the diploid, but only at meiosis, you might be 
verifying your argument considerably, although aa we agreed the 
final answers are going to depend on thorough maps with lots of 
closely linked markers, 

Esther and I enjoyed very much seeing you again, and were 
only sorry that you hadn't dragged Gerry out of the lab oxd along 
with you* 

Sincerely, 

Joshua !ederberg. 


